In 2010, 18.7% of the non-institutionalized population had a disability. To help disabled persons live independently, the Fair Housing Amendment Act (FHAA) was passed in 1988, which prohibits housing discrimination on the basis of disability. Despite the existence of the FHAA, recent research has found that households with disabled persons live in poorer quality housing and neighborhoods than non-disabled households. However, no research has examined such disparities in residential attainment separately by housing tenure, despite the fact that enforcement of the FHAA is lower in the sales market. Given this fact and that home ownership is tied to the wealth of households, this paper seeks to fill this gap. Our preliminary findings suggest that the disability-status, residential disadvantage is worse in the sales than the rental market, suggesting that greater enforcement is needed in the sales market. In addition, more attention should be given to the role that aging plays in the maintenance of owner-occupied homes. These findings are discussed as they relate to theories on residential attainment. 
Introduction
In 2010, approximately 56.7 million people (18.7%) of the U.S., civilian non--institutionalized population had a disability and about 38.3 million people (12.6%) had a severe disability (Brault 2012) . In 1988, the Fair Housing Amendments Act (FHAA) was passed, which prohibits housing discrimination on the basis of disabilities. The Act was designed to help persons with disabilities reach the goal of independent living and to be incorporated into American mainstream, thus ending unnecessary exclusion (Stanton 2004:22; Smith et al. 2008) . Projections show that by the year 2050, households with at least one member who has a long lasting physical disability will constitute 27.1% of the non-institutionalized population .
Discrimination against people with disabilities represents a large share of housing discrimination complaints (National Fair Housing Alliance 2013) . For example, in fiscal year 2012, of all the complaints made to HUD alleging housing discrimination, 55.6% were on the basis of disability, while 25.2% were on the basis of race and 22.9% on the basis of national origin. The National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) maintains that part of the reason for such high levels of complaints on the basis of disability is because it is easier to detect. Housing providers often openly refuse to make accommodations for disabled persons. Another reason for the high levels is because the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has an office devoted to housing issues for disabled persons, making it easier for people to get information on how to file complaints.
The large number of complaints on the basis of disability raises the question of whether the presence of disabled persons in households adversely affects their residential attainment relative to those without disabled persons. There is a small but growing literature that addresses this issue. Hoffman and Livermore (2012) and Newman (2003) find that disabled households 1 live in housing of poorer quality (i.e., smaller, older, greater maintenance deficiencies) than non-disabled households.
Moreover, White et al. (1994) find that disabled households are more likely to carry severe housing cost burdens than their non-disabled counterparts. In addition, households with at least one disabled person tend to rate their neighborhoods lower, report fewer neighborhood benefits and more frequent neighborhood problems compared to non-disabled households (Newman 2003; Smith et al 2008; Hoffman and Livermore 2012) .
However, no research has examined disability-status disparities in residential attainment separately by housing tenure. According to NFHA (2013) , enforcement of the Fair Housing Act is lower in the sales market, relative to the rental market. This stems from the fact that testing is much easier in the rental market because "interactions are quick and rental rates are usually advertised," making the detection of discrimination more straightforward (NFHA 2013: 20) . This raises the question of whether the poorer housing and neighborhood quality found in previous research is more prevalent in the sales market, where enforcement is more difficult, compared to the rental market.
Given that home ownership is tied to the wealth of households (Conley 1999; Oliver and Shapiro 1995) , it is important to fill this gap in the literature.
From a theoretical perspective, examining the residential attainment of disabled and nondisabled households by housing tenure is also important. No theoretical discussion, to our knowledge, exists regarding how disability status shapes residential attainment, despite the fact that the disabled population is a growing minority population in American society. The results of previous research suggest that differences in socioeconomic and demographic factors explain part of the gap in residential attainment between disabled and nondisabled, consistent with the tenets of the spatial assimilation model. However, the fact that disabled households continue to be at a significant residential disadvantage compared to nondisabled households is consistent with the tenets of the place stratification model. According to this perspective, a pattern of access to advantaged residential areas exists whereby the dominant group experiences the broadest access to such desirable housing and neighborhoods and minorities have the most limited access. Interestingly, the existing studies do not explicitly link their findings to these theories on residential attainment. Our paper will do this more explicitly and discuss how housing tenure shapes such disparities, which has been found to be important in the realm of racial and ethnic residential segregation (Friedman et al. 2013) .
Using data from the 2009 panel of the American Housing Survey (AHS), our paper seeks to address the limitations of previous research and answer three main questions: (1) Does the disability status of householders matter in shaping their neighborhood and housing quality for renters and owners? (2) Controlling for relevant socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, to what extent does disability status shape the residential attainment of owners and renters? and (3) With respect to the latter is the impact of disability status similar or different by household housing tenure? This research is the first of its kind to address these questions.
Theory and Background
To explain the variation in housing and neighborhood quality by housing tenure and disability status, we use the spatial assimilation model (Massey 1985) and the place stratification perspective (Logan and Molotch 1987; Massey and Denton 1993) . According to the spatial assimilation model, socioeconomic status determines the residential distribution of households across neighborhoods. Massey (1985) posits that the theory of spatial assimilation combines the status attainment perspective with an ecological model, which argues that the socioeconomic advancement for minority populations leads to residential integration within mainstream society. Several factors associated with social and economic well-being, such as health, quality of education, access to employment, crime exposure, and social prestige, are determined by residential location. Thus, as SES increases, these minority populations attempt to transfer their socioeconomic advancements into a higher spatial position, implying assimilation with majority members.
For this research, the spatial assimilation model will be used to explain variation in housing and neighborhood outcomes of disabled and non-disabled (i.e., the majority group) households among owners and renters. In this case, the model maintains that the gap in residential attainment between disabled and non-disabled households is attributable to the differences that exist in their levels of socioeconomic attainment, whether they are owners or renters. Hoffman and Livermore (2012) found in their multivariate analysis that controls for income and other characteristics reduced the disabilitystatus residential disadvantage, consistent with the tenets of this model, but did not eliminate the difference. For the dependent variable, housing deficiencies, however, controlling for income and other socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, did not work as well (Hoffman and Livermore 2012) . Similarly, Pynoos and Nishita (2003) state that physical deficiencies within the home were significant, independent of income, suggesting that inadequate housing is not solely due to variation in income.
While the spatial assimilation model characterizes variation in household residential attainment mostly as a function of differences in their socioeconomic status, the role of demographics, particularly aging, also need to be considered when focusing on variation between disabled and non-disabled households. This is particularly true when analyzing the impact of disability status on residential attainment by housing tenure. Older households are generally more likely to be owners and also more likely to experience disabilities (Smith et al. 2012) . Based on the American Housing Survey National Tables: 2009, of the 23.1 million households headed by older persons in 2009, 80% were owners and   20% were renters (AoA 2011:12) . Thus, part of the residential inequality that may be apparent between disabled and non-disabled households among owners may be attributable to the fact that older people with disabilities are unable to care for their homes as well as younger families owning their homes.
Older homeowners are more likely to live in physically distressed neighborhoods and are less likely to relocate from these places and when they do exit, they move to similarly distressed neighborhoods (Burkhauser et al., 2005; Golant 2008:6) . Even older people with higher incomes are less likely to move from distressed neighborhoods than similar people living in secure neighborhoods (Burkhauser et al., 2005:376) . Homes of older householders are more likely to be older than other age groups; in 2007 the median construction year of the housing of older householders was 1970 (it was 1974 for all householders), and 4.3% of the homes had physical problems (AoA 2011:12; Golant 2012 ). In addition, older homeowners are less likely to spend money on routine maintenance, to replace or add major equipment or structural components to their houses (e.g. a furnace, roof, plumbing or pipes) and their homes are less likely to contain dwelling modifications (grab bars, widened doors or hallways, ramps, etc.) (Gollont 2008: 5) . The lack of home maintenance and housing modifications creates an environment where elderly homeowners with both low incomes and physical disabilities are especially at risk of being disadvantaged (Golant 2012:7; Newman 2003) . Therefore, any attempt to explain variation in disability-status residential attainment among owners, must account for differences in age structure of the disabled and non-disabled population in this group. For renters, it is less important because in rental housing, households are much less responsible for the upkeep of their homes, although they must notify landlords if there are problems.
Using the place stratification perspective, we can analyze the role of discrimination in determining the residential attainment of households by disability status and housing tenure. According to the place stratification perspective, an unequal pattern of access to advantaged areas exists in the U.S. where the dominant group (whites) experience the broadest access to better neighborhoods and minority groups, such as blacks, have the most limited access Logan and Alba 1993; Logan and Molotch 1987; Massey and Denton 1993) . For the purposes of this study, we reinterpret the place stratification perspective and consider non-disabled households to be the majority group with the broadest access to good quality housing and neighborhoods and disabled households comprise the minority group, having more limited access to such superior residential locations. The large number of complaints alleging housing discrimination that was identified at the outset of the paper and the lack of effort on the part of providers to accommodate households with disabled persons both highlight that disability households are more affected by discrimination than non-disabled households. Relatedly, Hemingway (2010) found that the income and employment situations of disabled people might be viewed negatively, which could affect their "risk rating" (p: 79).
Additionally, responses from lender representatives and mortgage brokers revealed that particular impairments stood out as potentially "causing" difficulties in the assessment process or being regarded as "higher risk."
The place stratification perspective offers an alternative view to the spatial assimilation model in characterizing the variation in residential quality between disabled and non-disabled households focusing more on structural factors and less on variation in individual factors. The model maintains that despite having the income to purchase or rent a home, disabled households face discrimination based on their disability status that constrains their housing options, relative to non-disabled households. Thus, the tenets of the model suggest that household income is not the sole determinant of residential attainment. The fact that studies such as Hoffman and Livermore (2012) find that the coefficient for the disability status remains statistically significant after controls for income, other measures of socioeconomic status, and demographic factors suggest that such factors cannot account entirely for the residential disadvantages faced by disabled households. There are likely to be structural barriers in place.
There are reasons to believe that the disability-status residential disadvantage differs between renters and owners. Among renters, regulations among the housing laws, including those under the FHAA, all stipulate that existing facilities must enhance access and require that landlords allow tenants to make "reasonable accommodations" to their housing units to make them usable (Froehlich-Grobe et al. 2008) . Disabled renters may have better housing and neighborhood quality than homeowners because, as discussed above, their complaints are easier to address and are more likely to be solved.
Additionally, newer rental properties are being built with modifications in the design so there may be more options available to renters. In 2012, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) settled a case with JPI Construction L.P. and other JPI entities where they alleged that JPI discriminated against disabled person in the design and construction of 210 multifamily units (NFHA 2013) . This particular case received a lot of attention because JPI was required to pay $10 million into a fund that will retrofit these properties to make them compliant with the FHAA. This is the largest fund every created by the DOJ. However, this is not the first time that a settlement has been made based upon these allegations.
While disabled owners have achieved upward social mobility by achieving homeownership status, homeowners bear the costs of modification themselves despite the existence of the same housing laws (Pynoos and Nishita 2003) . According to Froehlich-Grobe et al (2008) , more than 75% of people with home modifications pay for these out of pocket which may prohibit many from making them due to the cost. This affects the housing quality in terms of their quality of life and accessibility.
However, disabled owners face discrimination in financing that may contribute to their poorer residential quality, relative to non-disabled owners. Such discrimination is not a problem in the rental market. According to NFHA (2013: 32) , in 2012, the "DOJ settled a case with Bank of America in which it alleged the lender engaged in patterns or practices that violated the Fair Housing Act by discriminating against people on the basis of disability, and the Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA)
by treating public assistance recipients differently in the underwriting process." In this case, three separate home seekers who were trying to obtain housing were asked to provide documentation of any Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) that had received, in violation of the Fair Housing Act and ECOA. This is one of the first major cases enforcing these laws in the owner market. It is likely that this type of discrimination is widespread, but it is harder to enforce, relative to the discrimination that occurs in the rental market. In addition to existing for home seekers trying to obtain mortgages, it could occur for homeowners who are trying to refinance their homes or take loans to rehabilitate their housing. All of this potential inaccessibility to credit would no doubt contribute to the residential disadvantages faced by disabled households, compared to non-disabled households, among homeowners.
Hypotheses
The preceding theoretical discussion suggests a number of hypotheses in characterizing the impact of disability-status on residential disadvantages experienced by renters and owners. Under the spatial assimilation model, it is expected that disabled households will be disadvantaged in their housing and neighborhood conditions. However, after controlling for socioeconomic status, demographic factors, such as age, and other relevant variables, it is expected that the residential disadvantages experienced by disabled households will decrease in magnitude or diminish. There is a possibility, however, that such characteristics may not fully attenuate the disability-status residential disparities present among owners. Simply controlling for age differences between disabled and nondisabled owners may not be enough to capture the fact that older, disabled owners may have a harder time maintaining their homes and therefore living in poorer quality homes and neighborhoods than non-disabled homeowners. It is likely that social support plays a large role in facilitating the ability of older homeowners to deal with the upkeep of their home as well as selling their homes if necessary. If such factors are not accounted for, the disability-status disadvantage that persists may be a function of these factors.
Of course, an alternative argument exists as to why disability-status residential disparities may persist. The place stratification perspective maintains that the residential disadvantages faced by disabled households are attributable to the housing discrimination that they face, which constrains their residential options and relegates them to poorer quality housing and neighborhoods. Thus such disparities will remain even after controlling for differences between disabled and non-disabled households in socioeconomic status, demographic factors, and other relevant characteristics. The preceding review of the literature suggests that renters may face slightly less disparities because enforcement of fair housing laws is greater in the rental market than in the sales market, although there is growing interest in the latter.
Data and Methods
The 2009 AHS data are well suited for our bivariate and multivariate analyses of the housing and neighborhood outcomes of disabled and non-disabled households by housing tenure. These data come from a longitudinal, representative sample of approximately 50,0000 housing units located throughout the United States that are surveyed bi-annually. In 2009, the AHS included questions to determine the disability status of household members, which had not been present on the AHS since supplemental questions were present in the 1978 and 1995 panels. Because the AHS contains many questions on housing and neighborhood quality and housing tenure, the addition of the disability questions make the data ideal for our study. Indeed, no other dataset, to our knowledge facilitates the ability to study this topic.
To measure our central dependent variables, we examine household's neighborhood conditions, residence in suburbs, neighborhood satisfaction, and housing adequacy. Specifically, we use responses to questions asking about the presence of the following conditions within a half block of the building: abandoned buildings; buildings with bars on the windows; trash, litter, or junk in the streets, roads, empty lots or on any properties; and lack of nearby open spaces, such as parks, woods, farms, or ranches. We also use data from a question asking householders if crime was present in the neighborhood. However, the question does not restrict householders to considering crime within a half block of the building. We analyze whether the household lives in the suburbs and also the respondent's rating of their neighborhood as a place to live, which is based on a scale from 1 to 10 with 10 being best. Last, we include a measure of housing adequacy gauging whether the unit is moderately or severely inadequate, relative to being adequate.
Our key independent variables gauge the disability status of the household. We use two main independent variables. One variable is a summary variable, which measures whether households contain at least one person who has at least one of the six types of disabilities included in the AHS: 1) hearing; 2) vision; 3) mental; 4) physical (walking or climbing stairs), which we denote as ambulatory; 5) self-care; and 6) go outside-home. The second main independent variable, used in a separate set of analyses, just focuses on whether households have at least one person with a physical or ambulatory disability (i.e., trouble walking or climbing stairs). We focus specifically on this latter variable because the subject of many housing discrimination complaints is the housing provider's inability to modify housing to accommodate people's physical limitations.
We include a number of control variables in our multivariate analyses that measure demographic characteristics of households, their socioeconomic status, and characteristics about their unit that might explain why disability status shapes the residential attainment of renters and owners.
The demographic indicators include householder's age and three dummy variables -whether a female heads the household, a married couple heads the household, and children under 18 are present. We also include an indicator of the householder's nativity status. Socioeconomic status is gauged by several variables. Education is represented by two dummy variables indicating whether the households has 1) more than a high school degree; and 2) a high school degree (with less than a high school degree forming the reference group). We control for household median income and include three other income-related dummy variables indicating whether: 1) the household receives public assistance; 2) they receive supplemental income for their disability (either through SSI or workman's compensation); and 3) they receive housing assistance. Finally, we control for the households' duration in their housing units (i.e., in years), whether the housing unit is in the suburbs (except where suburban location is a dependent variable), and the region within which the household lives.
To address our research questions, we first conduct bivariate analyses of the 2009 AHS data, to identify disparities between disabled and non-disabled households in neighborhood and housing outcomes by housing tenure. As mentioned above, we define disability in two ways, 1) using the overall summary indicator of disability and 2) using ambulatory disability status. Thus, two sets of bivariate analyses are conducted. We then compare disability-status differences in demographic, socioeconomic, and unit-related characteristics for renters and owners using these two disability definitions. Finally, multivariate analyses are conducted to identify how disability status affects household neighborhood and housing conditions, separately among renters and owners, controlling for demographic, socioeconomic, and unit-related characteristics. We conduct two sets of analyses, with one set using an overall indicator of disability status and the other using the indicator derived on the basis of persons with ambulatory disabilities being present in the household.
Results
Among owners and renters, how does disability status shape household neighborhood and housing quality? Table 1 addresses this question, presenting the means for our main dependent variables and focusing on comparisons between disabled and non-disabled renter and owner households defined in two ways. Our results show that there appears to be significant disability-status disparities among renters than owners, but there are fewer significant disparities among the former group. More specifically, among renters, comparing columns 1 and 2 reveals that 11.46% of disabled, renter households report the presence of abandoned buildings in their neighborhoods compared to 8.25% of non-disabled, renter households. In addition, disabled households are significantly more likely to report crime in their neighborhoods and live in moderately or severely inadequate housing compared to their non-disabled counterparts. Columns 3 and 4 reveal that restricting our definition of disability status to only considering persons with ambulatory disabilities reduces the number of disability-status residential disparities. About 11.5% of households that have at least one person with an ambulatory disability report the presence of abandoned buildings in their neighborhoods compared to nearly 8.5% of non-disabled households defined in this manner. However, no other significant differences exist.
<TABLE 1 HERE> and 8), we find that disabled households are significantly disadvantaged on all dimensions of neighborhood and housing quality relative to nondisabled households. Table 2 presents group differences in relevant demographic and socioeconomic characteristics for renter (columns 1-4) and owner (columns 5-8) households. As in Table 1 , significance tests are presented to evaluate two sets of disability-status differences in neighborhood and housing conditions among owners and renters. Despite the fact that among renters there are fewer significant residential disadvantages for disabled households, relative to non-disabled households, as compared to owners, the characteristics of renters and owners are remarkably similar. The most notable differences are those in terms of race, receipt of housing assistance, and average duration in the unit. More specifically, among renter households, there is no difference in the percent black between disabled and non-disabled households (columns 1-4). However, among owners, a significantly greater percent of disabled households is black -either with any disability (column 5) or with an ambulatory disability (column 6) -relative to non-disabled households. Perhaps the slight over-representation of blacks among disabled owners causes them to experience poorer quality residential outcomes because blacks experience more residential inequality than other racial and ethnic groups, resulting from their higher levels of residential segregation.
<TABLE 2 HERE>
With respect to the receipt of housing assistance, it is notable that among renters, disabled households, defined in both ways, are three times more likely than non-disabled households to receive housing assistance. For example, 27.73% of households with any disability received housing assistance compared to 9.2% of non-disabled households. Owners do not receive assistance, and perhaps the greater residential disparities that exist among disabled owners relate to this lack of additional funds to better their residential circumstances.
The magnitude of the disability-status disparities in the average number of years that households reside in their units is remarkably different between renters and owners. Among renters, disabled households (defined as having any disability) live in their homes for an average of 6.25 years that is just over 2 years more than non-disabled households. However, among owners, disabled households, defined in the same way, live in their homes for an average of 20.96 years that is more than 8 years longer than non-disabled households. It is very likely that the longer duration in the home among disabled owners translates into poorer residential circumstances for them compared to nondisabled owners because they are ill and less likely to take care of their homes or move from their homes if they desire. Perhaps this disparity in duration in the home, therefore, explains why the disability-status residential disadvantages are more prominent among owners as compared to renters.
With respect to the other demographic, socioeconomic, and unit characteristics, the disabilitystatus differences among renters and owners are quite similar, and therefore, we summarize the general trends in these patterns. With respect to race and ethnicity, disabled households are more likely than non-disabled households to be headed by white householders and less likely to be headed by Hispanic and Asian householders, regardless of housing tenure. In terms of other demographic characteristics, in general, disabled households are less likely to be headed by foreign-born individuals, males, those that are married, and with children under 18 years old; they are significantly more likely to be older than non-disabled households, although the disability-status gap in age is not larger among owners as suggested in the literature review section.
In regards to the socioeconomic variables, disabled households are less likely than non-disabled households to be headed by householders with more than a high school degree. In addition, disabled households are more likely than non-disabled households to receive public assistance and disability income. Their total income is significantly lower than that of non-disabled households. Thus, regardless of housing tenure, disabled households are much more disadvantaged in terms of their socioeconomic resources than non-disabled households. Table 2 reports that the differences in the locational characteristics of the housing units in which disabled and non-disabled households live are minimal. Among owners, those with ambulatory disabilities are significantly less likely than non-disabled households to live in the suburbs, although the magnitude of this difference is quite small (68.67% vs. 70.84%). No such differences exist for renters. In a similar pattern, no regional differences between disabled and non-disabled households exist in terms of location, but for owners there are significant but very small differences. Disabled owners are slightly more likely than non-disabled owners to live in the South but less likely to live in the West.
Controlling for relevant demographic, socioeconomic, and unit-based characteristics, does disability status continue to shape the residential attainment of renters and owners? Table 3 summarizes the key results from our logistic regression analyses to that address this question.
2
Logistic regression models were fitted for the dependent variables in each of the rows in Table 3 (except for neighborhood satisfaction; OLS was used). Two sets of models were fitted for each dependent variable for renters and owners. One set was done defining disability status on the basis of whether households had at least one person with any type of disability (versus not). The other set was fitted defining disability status on the basis of whether households contained at least one person with an ambulatory disability (versus not).
<TABLE 3 HERE>
Overall, the results from the multivariate analyses are consistent with those found in the bivariate analyses presented in Table 1 . There are fewer disability-status residential disadvantages among renters relative to owners. Column 1 shows that among renters, the odds of households with at least one person with any type of disability reporting the presence of abandoned buildings in their neighborhoods are 1.4 times the odds of non-disabled households, controlling for relevant variables.
Column 2 shows the exact same disadvantage for renters households defined as being disabled based upon the presence of at least one person with an ambulatory disability, relative to non-disabled households. Among renter households, columns 1 and 2 also reveal that disabled households (defined in either way) are significantly more likely to report crime in their neighborhoods and are less satisfied with their neighborhoods, relative to non-disabled household, controlling for demographic, socioeconomic, and unit locational characteristics. Column 1 shows that among households with at least one person that has any type of disability, there are two other residential disadvantages. The odds of disabled households reporting the presence of trash or junk in their neighborhoods and of having moderate or severe housing inadequacies are 1.23 and 1.33 times the odds, respectively, of nondisabled households, controlling for relevant factors. Interestingly, most of the differences observed here hardly changed in magnitude with the addition of the demographic, socioeconomic, and unit locational characteristics (analyses not shown).
Among owners, Table 3 shows that disabled households of either type are significantly more disadvantaged than nondisabled households on all residential dimensions except the variables indicating a lack of open spaces and the unit being in suburbs, controlling for relevant factors (see columns 3 and 4). Most notable are the significant disability-status differences found for the outcomes abandoned buildings, trash or junk, and moderately or severely inadequate housing. Controlling for relevant demographic, socioeconomic, and unit locational characteristics, among owners, the odds of disabled households (defined as having any type of disability) reporting the presence of abandoned buildings, trash or junk in their neighborhoods, or living in moderately or severely inadequate housing were 1.72, 1.74, and 1.57 times the odds, respectively, of non-disabled households. Results that are similar in magnitude were found for households with a member experiencing an ambulatory disability relative to those with household members without any ambulatory disabilities. As in the case with renters, the residential disadvantages experienced by disabled households of any type are reduced very little after controlling for relevant demographic, socioeconomic, and unit locational characteristics (results not shown). Clearly there are other factors influencing the existence of these disparities that are not taken into account in our analyses here.
Discussion and Conclusions
The primary objective of this paper was to examine the nature of disability-status differences in residential attainment among renters and owners. To fulfill this overarching goal, the analysis focused on answering three main questions. First, does the disability status of households matter in shaping their neighborhood conditions and housing quality among renters and owners? Our descriptive analyses revealed that disability status shapes residential inequalities more for owners than renters, regardless of how disability is defined. Among owners, disabled households experience residential disadvantages on almost all residential outcomes (except for the indicator for a lack of open spaces) than non-disabled households. However, among renters fewer disability-status residential disparities are observed.
Second, controlling for relevant socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, to what extent does disability status shape the residential attainment of owners and renters? The results of our logistic regression and OLS models indicated that the nature of the disparities observed in our descriptive analyses were nearly the same as those from our multivariate analyses, indicating that the control variables did little to account for these disability-status disparities. Third, is the impact of disability status the same on the residential attainment of both renters and owners? The answer to this question appears to be no, although we have not provided formal statistical tests to absolutely confirm it. As was the case in the descriptive analyses, among owners, there continue to be more significant disparities in neighborhood and housing conditions for disabled households, relative to non-disabled households, than was the case for renters, controlling for relevant demographic, socioeconomic, and unit-based characteristics. The pattern of the results is the same despite which disability outcome is used in these analyses.
Taken together, the results here suggest that considering housing tenure is important in understanding disability-status residential disadvantages. Theoretically, the findings here support hypotheses from both the spatial assimilation and place stratification models. With respect to the former, it is clear that socioeconomic status and demographic factors shape the residential attainment of both renters and owners. For households in both housing tenure groups, greater levels of education and income generally translate into better residential outcomes. With respect to demographic factors, married households and those with older householders are more likely than unmarried and younger households, respectively, to reside in better quality neighborhoods and housing. Time in the housing unit, however, is generally associated with poorer neighborhood and housing conditions.
At the same time, the results revealed that effect of disability status on residential outcomes persisted among renters and homeowners, even after controlling for the differences in the demographic, socioeconomic, and unit-based characteristics that were evident between disabled and non-disabled households. As mentioned above, controlling for these factors did little to explain the residential disadvantages faced by disabled households, relative to non-disabled households, regardless of whether they were renters or homeowners. These results suggest that there are additional factors, beyond those associated with the spatial assimilation model that may explain these differences.
Consistent with the tenets of the place stratification model, it is likely that discrimination in the housing market explains part of the disparities in residential outcomes left unexplained by the spatial assimilation model. As recently as 2012, the largest share of discrimination complaints, 55.6% of complaints, filed nationally at HUD were made on the basis of disability status (NFHA 2013). Our results revealed that disability-status residential disadvantages were more prevalent among homeowners than renters. This finding is consistent with our hypothesis that enforcement of the Fair
Housing Act is less prevalent in the sales market than in the rental market. As mentioned above, testing for discrimination is much easier in the rental housing market because rental housing is advertised much more easily and the interactions between renters and landlords are done quickly.
Moreover, discrimination in the sales market is usually found in the financing stage of the home purchase process and perhaps in securing capital to maintain the upkeep of housing. In both instances, these types of discrimination are harder to detect than when landlords refuse to make modifications to their homes for disabled persons.
One of the major limitations of our study is that our cross-sectional analyses cannot clearly identify the underlying causes of the persistence of disability-status disparities in the residential outcomes of renters and owners. Longitudinal data are clearly needed in order to follow people as they become disabled over time and modify their housing circumstances both as renters and owners. While we have controlled for the important socioeconomic and demographic variables associated with the spatial assimilation model, we have not controlled for factors that could affect disabled households' abilities to modify their residential circumstances like social support or other factors that can play a role in facilitating the ability of older homeowners to deal with the upkeep of their homes as well as being able to sell their homes. Aging and falling into poor health are processes that occur over a long period of time and knowing more about how these gradual processes shape the residential circumstances will be important in building stronger theory. In addition, knowing the specific circumstances about the disability status and health of the others in the household could play a role in explaining the residential disadvantages experienced by disabled households as compared to nondisabled households. Having direct information about households' experiences with discrimination would also be extremely useful in understanding these residential inequalities between disabled and non-disabled households.
Our paper clearly raises more questions than it answers and therefore serves as a point of departure to build on the current, limited existing literature on the impact of disability status on residential attainment for owners and renters. Here we have offered two theoretical frameworks to frame the analyses of disability-status residential inequalities that have heretofore been absent from the existing literature. In addition to employing the use of longitudinal data, future research should pay more attention to the role of fair housing enforcement in shaping the residential attainment of protected groups like those experiencing disabilities. How powerful actors attempt to segregate disabled households, relative to non-disabled households, is an important question that needs to be addressed. This is particularly true in light of the fact that in the future as many as one in four households will have at least one member who is disabled.
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